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Despite this assessment, this commentary remains understudied.
2 Among the many areas that remain virtually unexplored is an analysis of the sources on which Ibn al-Ṭayyib based his commentary. The present study aims to show that Theodore Bar Koni's Scholion was one of the primary sources used by Ibn al-Ṭayyib in the question-and-answer part of his Paradise of Christianity. Ibn al-Ṭayyib's oeuvre includes more than forty items, all in Arabic, that span the fields of philosophy, medicine, theology, exegesis, and canon law. In philosophy, he wrote commentaries on the Isagoge of Porphyry, 6 as well as on several works by Aristotle, including the Categories. 7 In medicine, he wrote several treatises in addition to commentaries on Hippocrates and Galen. In canon law, he wrote The Law of Christianity (Fiqh al-naṣrāniyya), which is among the most important Arabic compilations of juridical literature for the Church of the East. 8 He also wrote at least a dozen (short) theological treatises on a variety of topics. 9 In exegesis, Ibn al-Ṭayyib wrote separate commentaries on the Psalms and the Gospels. 10 It should also be noted that he may well have translated the Diatessaron into Arabic. 11 Ibn al-Ṭayyib's most important exegetical work-and arguably one of his most significant works
I IBN AL-ṬAYYIB'S QUESTIONS AND ANSWERS: A SAMPLE COMMENTING ON GENESIS
The entirety of the question-and-answer part of Ibn al-Ṭayyib's The Paradise of Christianity remains unedited. Thus, before investigating its sources, it is necessary to present an edition of a selection of this text. A section of the commentary dealing with various parts of Genesis, especially the latter chapters, has been chosen as a sample. The edition is based on ms. Vatican Arab. 36, ff. 72r-73r (13 th -14 th century). 16 The edition presents the text in a slightly standardized form: correcting diacritical points; removing hamza where it is unexpected; not indicating vowels, shadda, and sukūn; and introducing paragraph divisions. No attempt has, however, been made to re-write the text in Classical Arabic. Several emendations have been suggested in the edition. These are at times corroborated by an Ethiopic translation of the question-and-answer part of Ibn al-Ṭayyib's The cause of the selling of Joseph (is) the evil of his brothers and so that he could prepare nourishment for his people in the time of distress, for this would come about by the divine economy, and so that it 30 would be a sign of Christ the saviour whom the Jews sold for death and handed over for crucifixion. In this is the mystery of his 31 economy for the salvation of the world. The brothers of Joseph and the Jews only intended evil. At its conclusion, good appeared. [Gen. 37:9-10] The moon is a symbol of his mother. Had she remained, she would have bowed, but the father was her replacement.
[Gen. 45 These four questions are subsumed into a single section in Ibn al-Ṭayyib's The Paradise of Christianity. 46 The remainder of this study treats each of these four questions individually.
As will become clear below, some of this exegetical material is also found in Isho'dad of Merv ‫ܠܗ‬ ܿ ‫ܒܛ‬ ‫ܕܝܢ‬ ‫ܐܠܗܐ‬ ‫܂‬ ܿ ‫ܐܗܦܟܗ‬ ‫ܘܠܕܠܩܘܒܐܠ‬ 'These things with Joseph resemble those with our saviour, for in such a way that our saviour would make alive the world through his death, the Jews in their evil crucified him. When the evil of Joseph's brothers sold him, the selling of him was distributed for a beneficial cause. The Jews, who crucified our Lord, did not confer good on the world, for they completed their desire, and the sons of Jacob (did not confer good) on Joseph, who became king of Egypt. Both of them were inclined toward harm, but God nullified their cunning and turned it to the opposite.' 57 All three of the authors develop a similar argument, especially in comparing the ordeal of Joseph at the hands of his brothers with that of Jesus at the hands of the Jews. Nevertheless, it is clear that Ibn al-Ṭayyib is dependent on Bar Koni here, since they both attribute these events explicitly to the divine economy ‫التدبير(‬ = ‫.)ܡܕܒܪܢܘܬܐ‬ Isho'dad, in contrast, does not mention the divine economy. In addition, once again, Ibn al-Ṭayyib removes details found in Bar Koni, even though he does relay the same general themes.
After this discussion of the causes for selling Joseph, Ibn al-Ṭayyib moves to the meaning of the moon in Joseph's dream (Gen. 37:9-10):
‫االب‬ ‫وناب‬ ‫لسجدت‬ ‫بقيت‬ ‫ولو‬ ‫امه.‬ ‫مثال‬ ‫القمر‬ ‫منابھا.‬ 'The moon is a symbol of his mother. Had she remained, she would have bowed, but the father was her replacement.' This is very similar to the explanation given by Bar Koni:
‫ܗ‬ ‫ܐܦ‬ ‫ܗܘܬ‬ ‫ܚܝܐ‬ ‫ܒܐܒܘܗܝ܂‬ ‫ܕܝܢ‬ ‫ܠܗ‬ ‫ܣܓܕܬ‬ '"The moon," which he says, "bowed to him with the sun and the eleven stars" (Gen. 37:9), hints at his mother, for, had she lived, she also would have bowed to him. She did, however, bow to him through his father.' ‫ܡ‬ ‫ܐܝܟ‬ ‫ܒܐܒܘܗܝ܂‬ ‫ܠܗ‬ ‫ܒܣܪ܂܂܂‬ ‫ܐܢܘܢ‬ ‫ܚܕ‬ ‫ܘܐܢܬܬܐ‬ '"The moon," which he says, "bowed to him with the sun and the eleven stars" (Gen. 37:9)-what he saw in another dream: he refers with the moon and the sun to his father and his mother and with the stars to his brothers. For, had his mother been alive, she also would have bowed to him. She did bow to him through his father, for a man and a woman are one flesh (Gen. 2:24) …' 60 A connection with Gen. 2:24 is also found in Isho'dad of Merv's running commentary:
‫ܒܣܪ܂܂܂‬ 'Even though his mother had already died, she also bowed to him through the bowing of Jacob, for a man and a woman are one flesh (Gen. 2:24) …' 61 All four of these commentaries relay the same explanation that the moon is Joseph's mother, and that, since she was already dead, she bowed to Joseph through his father, thereby fulfilling Joseph's dream. The commentary in ms. Diyarbakır 22, followed by Isho'dad, cites Genesis 2:24 to explain how Joseph's father could take his mother's place. Bar Koni does not transmit this tradition, and thus it is also not found in Ibn al-Ṭayyib. Bar Koni does, however, cite Gen. Once again, Ibn al-Ṭayyib can be seen abridging Bar Koni. Ibn al-Ṭayyib, following Bar Koni, proceeds to provide a prophetic exegesis for Jacob's blessings for each of his sons. The exegesis of Ibn al-Ṭayyib is very close to that of Bar Koni's Scholion for most of Jacob's sons, though it departs from it with a couple of them.
Following Ibn al-Ṭayyib follows this same structure:
‫ھذا‬ ‫وفي‬ ‫البحر.‬ ‫ساحل‬ ‫على‬ ‫احله‬ ‫وزبولون‬ ‫داللة‬ ‫السفن.‬ ‫في‬ ‫المتاجر‬ ‫من‬ ‫ينتفع‬ ‫انه‬ ‫على‬ 'As for Zebulon, he made him settle at the shore of the sea. In this was a demonstration that he would benefit from the merchandise in the boats.'
Ibn al-Ṭayyib closely follows Bar Koni's Scholion here. Unlike Bar Koni, however, Ibn al-Ṭayyib makes explicit that the second part is an interpretation of the blessing by adding 'in this was a demonstration that…'. The translation 'he would delight in merchandise' is based on two emendations to Ibn al-Ṭayyib's Arabic text: ‫من‬ ‫ينتقم‬ 'he would avenge himself on' to ‫من‬ ‫ينتفع‬ 'he would benefit from' and ‫المتاخر‬ 'that which is last, later, behind' to ‫المتاجر‬ 'merchandise'. Both of these emendations are minor, and both are supported by Bar Koni's Scholion. It is, however, interesting to note that the Ethiopic translation in ms. EMML 1839 reads: ‫والرسل‬ ‫الغالت‬ ‫ارضه‬ ‫اعطا‬ ‫تقدم‬ ‫ونفتالي‬ ‫والحجة.‬ 'As for Naphtali, his land first gave fruits, emissaries, and a cause.'
There are a number of differences here between Ibn al-Ṭayyib and Bar Koni. Though it remains unclear how it exactly happened, the word 'first' in 'first fruits' ( ‫ܡܩܕܡܘܬ‬ ‫ܥ̈‬ ‫ܠܠܬܐ‬ ) in Bar Koni's text ultimately became an auxiliary verb of 'to do first' ‫)تقدم(‬ in Ibn al-Ṭayyib. The genitive relationship between 'fruits' and 'land' in the Scholion was also removed in Ibn al-Ṭayyib. In its place, 'his land' is probably to be understood as the subject of the verbs, though the gender discrepancy is to be noted. 75 Ibn al-Ṭayyib does not include the verb 'he crowned him' in Bar Koni, but does still preserve the prophecy of Naphtali being a messenger. Ibn al-Ṭayyib, however, adds 'a cause' ‫)الحجة(‬ at the end of the list, which could alternatively be understood as 'pilgrimage'. Without any additional context, this addition is difficult to understand. 76 The end result of these changes is that Ibn al-Ṭayyib's commentary is removed from Bar Koni's Scholion, even if it is still ultimately based on it.
Bar Koni offers a simple interpretation of Jacob's lengthy blessing for Joseph Somewhat surprisingly, the verb 'to crown' is found here in Ibn al-Ṭayyib, as opposed to Syriac 'to give'. This is especially noteworthy since in the previous blessing for Naphtali the Syriac had a verb 'to crown' whereas the Arabic did not. Ibn al-Ṭayyib does not include the idea of 'speech' ‫,)ܡܐܡܪܐ(‬ the meaning of which-it should be noted-is not entirely clear in Bar Koni's Scholion, and also reduces the two Syriac words 'in victory' and 'in glory' to a single 'in glory' in Arabic. The structure of the final subordinate clause is also entirely different between Bar Koni and Ibn al-Ṭayyib. Thus, as with the previous passage on Naphtali, Ibn al-Ṭayyib does not follow Bar Koni's Scholion here as closely as he does in the other blessings.
Bar Koni concludes his exegesis of Jacob's blessings with Benjamin (Gen. 49:27):
In ...በራእይ፡አምላካዊ፡እንተ፡አልባቲ፡አቅርንተ። ወፍካሬ፡አቅርንትሰ፡፻፡ዓመት፡ውእቱ።ወእመ፡ አኮ፡፸፡ወ፪፡ዓመት። '…a divine vision which was lacking centuries. The interpretation of centuries is one hundred years or seventy-two years.'
The Ethiopic translation deletes the word for 'spotted' and connects 'lacking of centuries' to the textually adjacent 'divine vision'. In addition, the text adds an exegetical note clarifying the meaning of the Ethiopic word qärn as 'centuries', since it does not usually have this meaning. Despite its creativity, the Ethiopic text does not make sense as it stands: what is a vision lacking centuries?!? A solution to this crux can, however, be found in Bar Koni's Scholion. Ibn al-Ṭayyib is dependent here on the following passage that discusses the words 'bald' ‫)ܩ̈ܪܚܐ(‬ and 'spotted' ‫)ܦܝܣܟܝܐ(‬ in the Peshiṭta text of Gen. 30:35:
‫ܕܐܝܬܝܗܘܢ‬ ‫ܩ̈ܪܚܐ‬ ‫ܡܛܠ‬ ‫܂܂܂‬ ‫ܩ̈ܪܢܐ܂‬ ‫ܕܐܠ‬ ‫ܘܦܝܣܟܝܐ‬ ‫܂܂܂‬ ‫ܟܟܠܢܐ܂‬ ‫ܕܐܝܬܝܗܘܢ‬ '… because the "bald ones," which lack horns, and the spotted ones, which have multiple colors…' 97 This collocation of 'without horns and spotted ones' ‫ܘܦܝܣܟܝܐ(‬ ‫ܩ̈ܪܢܐ܂‬ ‫)ܕܐܠ‬ is clearly the source of Ibn al-Ṭayyib's 'lacking horns and spotted' ‫البلق(‬ ‫للقرون‬ ‫.)العادمة‬ Thus, at some point in the history of one of the texts, some material fell out, resulting in the entirely incomprehensible locution 'lacking horns and spotted' that is found in ms. Vatican Arab. 36.
Ibn al-Ṭayyib continues directly with the following remark about the rods that Jacob set up in front of the water troughs of Laban (Gen. 30:37-39):
‫في‬ ‫يعقوب‬ ‫يغوصھا‬ ‫كان‬ ‫التي‬ ‫العصا‬ ‫ان‬ ‫وقيل‬ ‫الن‬ ‫محال‬ ‫وھذا‬ ‫ادوم‬ ‫اسم‬ ‫عليھا‬ ‫كان‬ ‫الماء‬ ‫كتابة‬ ‫كملت‬ ‫ولم‬ ‫ظھرت‬ ‫تكن‬ ‫لم‬ ‫الكتابة‬
'It is said that the branch that Jacob was dipping into the water had on it the name of Edom. This is impossible because writing had not (yet) appeared, and a document had not (yet) been concluded.'
This is based on Bar Koni's Scholion: Isho'dad is responding here directly to one of his sources, namely the commentary in ms. Diyarbakır 22, which states:
‫ܐܕܘܢܝ‬ ‫ܫܡ‬ ‫ܕܒܙܩ̈ܬܐ‬ ‫ܕܒܩܠܦܬܐ‬ ‫ܕܡܝܐ‬ ‫ܗܘܐ܂‬ ‫ܪܫܝܡ‬ 'It is likely that on the strips on the rods the name Adonai was inscribed'. 100 Both Bar Koni and Isho'dad, then, are responding to the tradition preserved in the commentary in ms. Diyarbakır 22. The wording of Ibn al-Ṭayyib makes it clear that he is dependent here on Bar Koni: note, for instance, the beginning 'it is said' ‫ܡܬܐܡܪܐ(‬ = ‫.)قيل‬ Somewhere in the course of transmission, however, the name allegedly written on the rods changed from Adonai in the Syriac tradition to Edom in ms. Vatican Arab. 36. Edom does not, however, make sense in this context. Interestingly, the Ethiopic translation of the Arabic in ms. EMML 1839 has neither Adonai nor Edom, but Adam:
'It is said that the branch that Jacob dipped into the water had on it the name of Adam.' At least two scenarios could explain these data: Adonai in Syriac may have been changed to Adam in Ibn al-Ṭayyib's Urtext, as is attested in the Ethiopic translation, and was only later corrupted to Edom, as is found in ms. Vatican Arab. 36. Or, Adonai could have been corrupted to Edom in Ibn al-Ṭayyib's Paradise of Christianity, and it was then changed to Adam in the Ethiopic translation, because the Arabic Vorlage did not make sense. It is difficult to adjudicate between these two options, though the latter seems slightly more likely, since it can account for the o-vowel in the second syllable of both Adonai and Edom. Regardless, the change in the Arabic may have been motivated by a loss of understanding of the original Hebrew term Adonai.
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After discussing the fact that writing did not appear on these rods, Ibn al-Ṭayyib states:
‫حجار‬ ‫من‬ ‫تل‬ ‫على‬ ‫ويعقوب‬ ‫البان‬ ‫يتعاھد‬ ‫لم‬ ‫ة‬ '(If this was not the case,) why would Laban and Jacob make a covenant at a hill of stones?'
The most straightforward translation of this sentence would probably be: 'Laban and Jacob did not make a covenant at a hill of stones'. This would, however, be strange since the biblical text states that Laban and Jacob did in fact make a covenant at a mountain of stones (Gen. 31: [41] [42] [43] [44] [45] [46] [47] [48] [49] [50] [51] [52] . This crux can be explained by recourse to Bar Koni's Scholion. Immediately after commenting on the writing of the name Adonai on the reeds, Bar Koni states:
In In context, Bar Koni's argument is as follows: had writing already been invented, Laban and Jacob would not have needed to go through such an elaborate scenario of stacking rocks to ratify an agreement, and therefore it can be deduced that writing had not yet been invented, and therefore the name Adonai could not have been written on the rods. Given the Syriac source, it seems that Arabic ‫لم‬ should not be analyzed as the negation lam, but as li-ma 'why', the short form of li-mā. According to this analysis, ‫لم‬ in Ibn al-Ṭayyib is a literal translation of Syriac ‫ܠܡܢܐ‬ 'why' (this is the interpretation adopted in the edition above). Somewhere between Bar Koni's Syriac text and Ibn al-Ṭayyib's Arabic one, the protasis 'If (this was) not (the case)' fell out, leaving only the apodosis in Ibn al-Ṭayyib. This accounts for the situation in the earliest layer of the Arabic text. At some point, however, ‫لم‬ could have been reinterpreted as a negation, possibly in an unmarked rhetorical sentence: 'Laban and Jacob did not make a covenant at a hill of stones' or better 'Did Laban and Jacob not make a covenant at a hill of stones?'. This is in fact how the Ethiopic translator understood the Arabic text:
ወኢተካየዱ፡ላባ፡ወያዕቆብ፡ላዕለ፡ወግረ፡ እብን።
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'Laban and Jacob did not make a covenant at a hill of stone(s)' or better 'Did Laban and Jacob not make a covenant at a hill of stone(s)?' Thus, the earliest layer of the Arabic text, which reflected the Syriac more closely, was understood differently at a later time, as is witnessed by the Ethiopic translation of the Arabic in ms. EMML 1839.
Ibn al-Ṭayyib proceeds to a discussion of Jacob's wrestling with the angel (Gen. ‫ܐܐܠ‬ ‫ܒܚܠܡܐ‬ ‫ܠܘ‬ ‫ܥܡܗ‬ ‫ܐܬܟܬܫ‬ ‫ܡܐܠܟܐ‬ ‫ܘܪܒܐ‬ ‫ܕܥܫܝܢܐ‬ ‫ܕܡܢܗ‬ ‫ܕܒܕܚܠܬܐ‬ ‫ܒܥܠܘܐ܂‬ ‫ܘܡܚܝܐܠ܂‬ ‫ܕܒܨܝܪܐ‬ ‫ܥܣܘ‬ ‫ܕܡܢ‬ ‫ܝ‬ ܿ ‫ܠܗ‬ ‫ܢܫܪܐ‬ 'The angel fought with him, not in a dream but while he was awake, so that he might expel through the harsh and great fear of him (i.e., the angel) that (fear) that is small and meek from Esau.' 105 The same general idea is also found in the commentary in ms. Diyarbakır 22, though with significantly different wording: the blessed Jacob was commanded by God to go out from the house of Laban (Gen. 31:3), he did not forsake that which is necessary and belongs to human craft, and (thus he went) with presents that he sent to Esau (Gen. 32:13), and he also divided his women and children (Gen. 32:7-8; 33:1). For, the blessed Paul did thusly: although he received a revelation that none of those on the boat would perish, he (still) said, "If these men do not remain on the boat, you will not be able to live" (Acts 27:31).' 115 Bar Koni is explaining that Jacob gave gifts to Esau and divided his family through his human ingenuity and not because he did not trust in the promise of God. 116 To support this, he cites the story of Paul, who displayed his own ingenuity in telling the soldiers and centurion to stay on the boat lest they die, even though Paul already knew that they would survive thanks to an earlier vision from God. This entire line of argument along with the citation from Acts is not included in Ibn al-Ṭayyib. Rather, Ibn al-Ṭayyib takes his cue from Bar Koni but summarizes in a single sentence in Arabic. In doing this, however, he ignores the problem that Bar Koni is attempting to explain.
Ibn al-Ṭayyib concludes this section by restating Gen. 17:24:
‫سنة.‬ ‫وتسعين‬ ‫ثمان‬ ‫وله‬ ‫له‬ ‫اختتن‬ ‫وابرھيم‬ 'Abraham was circumcised when he was ninety-eight years old.' This is based on the very next sentence in Bar Koni:
‫ܗܘܐ‬ ‫ܬܫܥܝܢ‬ ‫ܒܪ‬ ‫ܓܙܪ܆‬ ‫ܟܕ‬ ‫ܕܝܢ‬ ‫ܐܒܪܗܡ‬ ‫ܫ̈ܢܝܢ܂‬ ‫ܘܬܫܥ‬ 'Abraham was ninety-nine years old when he was circumcised.' 117 Ibn al-Ṭayyib changes the age of Abraham's circumcision from ninety-eight to ninety-nine. 118 In addition, Ibn al-Ṭayyib rewrites the Syriac by making the verb 'to be circumcised' the main verb and changing the statement on his age into a subordinate clause. 
